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REMARKS 

Claims 1-29 are pending in this Application. Reconsideration and further examination is 
respectfully requested. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

Claims 1,3-5,8-11, 13-15, 18-21, 23-25, and 28-29 were rejected under 35 U.S. C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Jannson et al. (2003/0081287). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

In accordance with the Applicants' invention as set forth in exemplary claim 1, there is 
provided a network element comprising a plurality of mappers for mapping packet traffic to 
electrical streams. The network clement further includes a packet switch forwarding a first 
portion of packet traffic to a first one of the mappers and a second portion of the packet traffic to 
a second one of the mappers, the first one of the mappers mapping the first portion of the packet 
traffic into a first electrical stream targeted to a first destination on an optical transport network 
and the second one of the mappers mapping the second portion of the packet traffic into a second 
electrical stream targeted to a second destination on the optical transport network. 

Jannson, in contrast, discloses a fully optical network. Jannson fails to teach or suggest 
anything akin to the Applicants' claimed "plurality of mappers". The Office Action refers to 
"mapping processors" as a potential candidate for the claimed "first one of the mappers", but 
offers no suggestion as to what element in Jannson might server as the claimed "second one of 
the mappers". In fact, Jannson, at [0026] as pointed out by the Office Action, discloses a single 
mapping processor (Fig. 4, 440). The single mapping processor produces control signals for 
controlling an optical switch for routing optical data packets. This is wholly unlike what the 
Applicants have claimed. 
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Since Jannson fails to teach or suggest the Applicant's plurality of mappers, the 
Applicants respectfully assert that Independent Claim 1 and its dependent Claims 3-5 and 8 - 
10 are in condition for allowance. Independent Claims 1 1 and 20 include limitations similar to 
those of Claim 1. The Applicants therefore respectfully assert that Independent Claim 1 1, its 
dependent Claims 13-15 and 18-19, and Independent Claim 20 and its dependent Claims 21, 
23 -25, and 28 - 29 are in condition for allowance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims 6, 16, and 26 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jannson in view of Hernandez- Valencia ct al. (US patent (6,993,046). This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

The Office Action uses the disclosure of Hernandez-Valencia for the purpose of showing 
the additional limitations recited in these dependent claims. Regardless of whether or not 
Hernandez- Valencia shows such limitations, Applicants submit that Jannson does not teach or 
suggest the limitations of claim 1 described above as missing from Jannson. Thus Applicants 
submit that dependent claims 6, 16, and 26 are allowable over the cited references for at least 
those reasons set forth above with respect to claim 1 and Applicants respectfully request 
withdrawal of the rejection of these dependent claims. 



CONCLUSION 

In view of the arguments made herein, Applicants submit that the application is in 
condition for allowance and request early favorable action by the Examiner. 
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If the Examiner believes that a telephone conversation with the Applicants' 
representative would expedite allowance of this application, the Examiner is cordially invited to 
call the undersigned at (508) 303-2003, or cell (617) 901-6786. 
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